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UNITED STATES OF AMcRICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter

CAROLINA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY AND
NORTH CAROLINA EASTERN MUNICIPAL
POWER AGENCY

Docket Nos. 50-400-0L
50-401-0L

(Shearon Harris Nuclear Power
Plant, Units 1 and 2)

N N S it s st S

NRC STAFF RESPONSE TO WELLS EDDLEMAN'S MOTION FOR FURTHER
DEFERRAL OF PARTS OF CONTENTION 107 AND MOTION FOR DENIAL OF
ADMISSION OF SAID PARTS OF CONTENTION 107

I. INTRODUCTION

By filing dated January 17, 1984 Wells Eddleman moved the Licensing

Board further to defer ruling upon his originally proffered Contention 107.

The Staff's response in opposition to Mr. Eddleman’'s request for further
deferral and the Staff's motion for the Licensing Board tc now rule to

deny admission of Contention 107 follows.

I1. BACKGROUND
On May 14, 1982 Mr, Eddleman filed his Supplement to Petition to
Intervene. His proffered Contention No. 107 alleged that the Staff
Safety Evaluation Report (nct then written) for the Harris facility was
deficient as to its treatment of specified generic safety issues.l/ The

Staff opposed admission of the proffered Contention 107 on the grounds

1/ The contention as filed by Mr. Eddleman is attached hereto as
Exhibit 1.
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that it lacked adequate basis, was overly broad, failed to raise a cencrete
issue capable of litigation and raised matters which were inappropriate
for consideration in this proceeding. The Staff specifically noted that

Mr. Eddleman had shown no nexus between his specified generic issues and

the Harris facility as required by Gulf States Utilities Company (River

Bend Station, Units 1 and 2, ALAB-444, 6 NRC 760, 772 (1977). "Staff
Response to Supplemental Statements of Contentions By Petitioners To

Intervene," dated June 22, 1982 at 57, 58. The Licensing Board deferred

ruling on the admissibility of Contention 107 on the basi. that it was
premature and that Mr., Eddleman should proifer his contentions on generic
issues when the Staff's SER was issued. LBP-82-119A, 16 NRC 2069, 2106
(1982). The Staff's SER was issued in November 1983. Appendix C of the
SER set forth the Staff's consideration of generic safety issues which
relate to the Harris facility. On January 17, 1984 Mr. Eddleman filed
proffered contention 107-X, 107-Y, 107-2 on generic issues A-40, A-3,
A-1, A-17, A-43, A-44, A-45, A-47 and A-49 as well as contentions on
other aspects of the SER. On the same date by separate document, Mr,
Eddleman filed a motion to defer his filing of contentions on generic
safety issues. This response addresses that motion to defer and also
moves the Board to deny Mr. Eddleman's contentions on generic safety
issues. Our discussion follows. We respond to his separate contentions,
107X, 107Y and 107Z, related to generic safety issues in a separate
filing. See "NRC Staff Response to Wells Eddleman's New Contentions

Concerning the Staff's Safety Evaluation Report," dated February 16,

1984,
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